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1. 

fhnttbe doourneat is not u 

because there i 0  no threat or imminent threat of  relewo that 
musk ba fixed or cantzolled. The reason f o r  the action, aa 1: underetand it, is that for  the regulators to approve o f  the 
delay in ER acrtlvitiaa Mthkr the fenced area some EQF+ of 
additional DOE aution were required. The docnment does not 
present nonitarlng is not spificrent. The douummnt doee not 

far activities w h i c h  aau be 

piant operation fuxullng. 

llhe problem w i t h  the responses to the document made i n  
the HQ -a and ZWt E w a S 8 e d  by 

& l l b  Thr deaieion Off=@ OM not ba C O r V l i d ~ e d  =/IRA 

RFpa ~oplloants 
or 8 deoisioa document a t  

addxeS6 t h L B  agsaenmnte The d0-t do- not ad&-& Why 

..address w h y  ER fun& should pa 
~ o n s k l e r d  pzlarrt; aperation a& L ne and should be fun&d w i t h  
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Notea the s Sclf'ic cummnts refer to tho responses given t o  the headquarters' 
coarpents. h e  mor ancorns and generul cW1Rents referenced are  thw 
originally provlded to Rocky Flats. 

BMERAL COMMEW3 

1. Based on the responses, a loci1 comtltment has apparently been made to  
upgrade the monltorfn program. Clarlflcation of the dlstributlan of 

purgoso o f  compliance with permits 8 ould be funded by operations. 
Monltorlng far the purposes of deteriaininq a specific restoration or 
becont~ination/0ecomoissianing (DU) activity rssul ting in a release 
should be funded throu h Site specific programs, ER should not fund 

The fundamental question of why this document atsts with the present 
title fs not addressed. If an Integrrted plan i s  needed, then a 
document with that speciflc t l t l e  should be provlded. this document I s  
clearly not M Interim Measure/Interim Rmedfal Action Decision Document 
(IH/IRA DO), and its fming presented w such can be questioned, 

If the point o f  COrap'l1anCe fo r  emlsslont has been shifted, then the 
affected pemits should ba modified as necessary. If new operations, 
ouch as DSD, require S p S l i i l  rponItOPing and emergency planning, then tho 
document does not explain the rationale Par using the SH/IRA mechanism 
to  realize those requlrsments. The need for thls particular document 
has not been demonstrated, 

a costs should be provl 1 ed. Monltorin that I s  being canducted for the 

operational requiremen P s. 
2. 

3. 

SPECIFIC CORNEMTS 

1. Major Concern 1: the respanse to the colnrnent supports the expressed 
concern that the document 9s mfotitled. If this document i o  ta pravtde 
a monitoring plan for OaO then the document should be t i t l e d  as such 
and presentad to the public and regulatm for that purpose. 
Mor Caneern Zr Ths Intent of the comment was to print out t h a t  the 
docuamt was comltting the Department o f  Energy to additional public 
and regulator Involvement in DU. The question that has not been 
addressed Is: has thls coPPitawrnt baen exdned Cor the addittonal costs 
wsociated witb review and the impact on scfmhle for cOmpletlon of D W  
Thfs anrlyrfr should bo conducted beforr the comitntent, not rPtenrPrdt. 

2. 

3. Wmral Collmwrt 1: Tha response does not address the cauaent. The 
irmo o f  cancam it that thr document as presently written does not 
presont an integrated. Ian should address chaoges to the 
permjts referenced i n  cona#nt and how the monitoring in 
those pernits rill bm 
monitoring pvagrua to the publlc, then the analysis o f  technologies 

lntent is to comunicate the overrlt 
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should be deleted and speciflc discussions on what I s  being monftored 
and how should be included. 

General Coanent 2: Them i t  no rpeclfic rationale provided for raving 
the pdnt-of-compliance. €ither the p r e s e n t  monitoring network i s  
suff idtnt to pwtoct h u m  health and the environment or It i s  not. No 
evidence ( 8  presented t h a t  Wvlng the point-of-cwrrpliance provider 
additional pr&Wtion. The coimeni: on data quality o&jectlves (DQopr) 
was lntended to address t eciflcs sucb as 'baselinem conditlons, The 

betwen OOE and thr regutatom msulting In scope growth withjn M E  
whlch vlll retult.ln budget problonu. 

6aneral Comeat 3: This comnt was related to  the need t o  define the 
DWh for the m i t o r i n g  pnrgraar. If the list of chmlcals of  concern 
has not been developed, then hw can WE be deflned and baseline 
conditions detenrined? Once thlr document Is Clnalized, how ulll these 
decisions be ccllaaunluted? Before this document can be apnmved, a 
spectflc plan o f  action must be presented so that an evaluatioh on cost 
cart bo conducted. 

4. 

genoral comitponts mdo P n the document will result in disagreements 

b, 
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